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I N T R O D U C T I O N

What amateurs do with
NASA's data

oday, volunteers who never studied astronomy go

through NASA's public data and help discover planets

orbiting other stars. Neural networks trained on that

same data have found worlds no human eye had ever seen.

Image-analysis and machine-learning techniques that only a

few years ago lived in laboratories have become a toolbox that

anyone with curiosity and patience can open.

Now let me ask you a question. What if we were still looking at

the sky through Galileo's telescope? We would see Jupiter as a

tiny dot with four moons around it, and we would be happy.

Today we see it with its storms, its bands and even its auroras.

It is not that Galileo looked badly. His instrument simply

reached that far and no further.

The same thing happens with graphology. Classical graphol‐

ogy was not wrong: it was our Galileo's telescope. With it we

learned to recognize in handwriting the patterns, traits and

personality tendencies that people do not fully control, be‐

cause they write thinking about what they are saying and not

about how they are writing it. That is its greatest richness, and

it is exactly what makes it so valuable today: handwriting

leaves a trace of the unconscious that is very hard to fake. I



am convinced that no machine will replace that, because what

we study is not the machine but the human being in all their

complexity. What can change, and is changing, is the instru‐

ment we look through.

This book tells what happens when that same toolbox is ap‐

plied to something much closer to us than a star a thousand

light-years away: handwriting. And to tell you about it, I have

to start at the beginning. Not with a machine, but with a

question.

It all began with a question

I have been teaching graphology for many years. More than

nine thousand people have taken my courses, and that has

given me something precious: students who have left me

speechless.

One of them said to me one day: "Professor, couldn't you give

us something to organize the analysis? I get stuck on the ges‐

tures and can't get out."

He was right. A graphological analysis has so many things to

look at that it is easy to get lost. So I did something very hum‐

ble: an Excel spreadsheet. A checklist, nothing more. Each

trait in a row, so you could look at it, write it down and not

forget any of them.

In that spreadsheet I gathered the best of what I had learned

from my teachers. The order of José Javier Simón, which I

loved. The classical schools of Vels, of Viñals, of Father



Moretti. And something from depth psychology: Jung's psy‐

chological types, which I had studied thoroughly when I was

certified in the MBTI psychological type inventory. I did not

invent anything new. I brought it together and integrated it.

That is why I called it Integrative Graphoanalysis. That, after

all, is how science is done: standing on the shoulders of many

people who worked before you.

When is it an 8 and when is it a 7?

When I did the postgraduate program in Graphopsychology at

the Autonomous University of Barcelona, I learned that other

graphological analysis grids already existed, strategically

called "graphoanalysis grids" to emphasize the objectivity of

their recording. But the graphoanalysis grids I had learned

from Vels and Viñals had an uncomfortable problem. They

looked objective, but they hid a tremendous amount of sub‐

jectivity: each trait had to be rated with a number depending

on whether or not it was a dominant, and that number was set

by the graphologist's eye.

In graphology we talk about dominants: the traits that stand

out most in a handwriting and that guide the whole interpre‐

tation. They are the skeleton of the personality. Some of my

teachers weighted them with a score: from 3 to 6 if the trait

was subdominant, and from 7 to 9 if it was dominant. And I

asked Francisco Viñals, my professor, the same question again

and again:



"Professor, when is it an 8 and when is it a 7? If black predomi‐

nates in a handwriting, that's a 9. But how much is a 6?"

That question never had an answer. Not because Viñals did

not know graphology, because he knew a great deal, but be‐

cause with a magnifying glass and a trained eye there was no

way to answer it. Keep that question in mind, because this

book, in a way, is its answer.

The night I dove into the code

I have taught graphology in face-to-face classes since 2002. In

2005 I dared to try something new: an online course. Back

then almost nobody knew how to teach from behind a screen,

so I had to improvise a little. My rudimentary virtual class‐

room consisted of my course presentations turned into im‐

ages made with Flash, some PDF readings, a few live classes

over Skype (two programs that no longer exist, although some

readers may remember them) and an ingenious multiple-

choice system that graded itself, the work of a programmer

friend.

It was what marketers call a bamboo business, a well-studied

model: bamboo spends years putting down roots underground

with nothing visible on the surface, and then suddenly grows

several meters in a few weeks. In four years, twenty people

took my course. The classroom worked reasonably well, with

its limitations.

Until one day I had the idea of partnering with Groupon, the

discount-coupon site. Nobody gave a graphology course much



of a chance. It turned out to be a commercial success: more

than four hundred people bought it on the first night alone.

As I learned later, it was the first online course Groupon sold

successfully anywhere in the world, and the model ended up

being replicated in other countries. The managers could not

believe the numbers they were seeing. Humble graphology, it

seemed, interested people far more than they had imagined.

The next morning, my inbox was overflowing. Dozens of new

students were asking for explanations: the links did not work.

Twenty people entering a classroom is not the same as four

hundred at once. And my programmer friend was so intro‐

verted that, almost as a rule of life, he never answered the

phone in less than a week.

There was no time to wait. In desperation I opened the

classroom's code without really knowing what I was looking

at. I tried, I got it wrong, I tried again, and in less than a week

the classroom was working again. I confess I did not fully un‐

derstand what I had fixed.

But that week planted an idea: if I had an online teaching busi‐

ness, I had better learn to program. That is how my interest in

computing was born. Not as an academic vocation, but as an

urgent necessity.

I never imagined where it would take me. The crossing of two

such different disciplines, one ancient and somewhat mysteri‐

ous like graphology and the other made of logic and mechan‐



ics like computing, opened frontiers I could never have

suspected.

The first thing I did with what I had learned was go back to my

spreadsheet. And an idea appeared: what if that Excel spread‐

sheet became an application? A program where you entered

the traits in order, which weighted only the dominants and

which, at the end, produced a report with charts. I built it. It

worked. It was faster, more orderly, cleaner. With a little prac‐

tice, entering a complete handwriting sample took no more

than five minutes.

But there was still another question in class.

White and black

It was a discussion that never ended: "Professor, in this hand‐

writing, does white or black predominate?"

If you are not a graphologist, let me explain it in one sentence:

black is the person speaking; white is the person thinking. A

page heavily loaded with ink tends to go with someone more

expressive, more turned toward the outside. A page with a lot

of free space, with someone more reserved, who takes their

time. It is not the only indicator, of course, but it is one of the

most important.

The problem is that every graphologist saw something differ‐

ent. The answers were more emotional than objective, and the

discussions became Byzantine.



Now it's your turn.

Look at the handwriting on the next figure. Don't read it: look

at it as a whole, as if it were a blot. And before you turn the

page, answer: what percentage of this page do you think is

covered in ink?

Write your number down. Seriously, write it down.
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What percentage of this page is covered in ink? Write down your answer

before you continue.



What the graphologists answered

I asked this same question in an open class for graphologists,

with about a hundred people signed up from several coun‐

tries. The answers started arriving in the chat: 6, 30, 40, 45,

50, 60, 70.

Imagine that. We were supposedly all graphologists, looking at

the same page, and no two opinions were the same. The per‐

son who came closest said 8 %.

And don't worry if your number was far off. I got it wrong at

first too. What you just experienced is not your mistake: it is

the limit of an instrument, and that instrument is the human

eye.

So we counted the pixels

Before going on, a word you are going to read many times in

this book: pixel. When you scan a page, the computer divides

it into a grid of millions of tiny dots, like a mosaic of tiles so

small you cannot see them with the naked eye. Each tile is a

pixel. And every pixel can be counted.

So I wrote a small program that separated the ink from the pa‐

per and counted how many pixels were black.

The page you just saw has 4.8 % black pixels.
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The same page, binarized by the software: 4.818 % black pixels. The lines

divide the page into quadrants to show where the ink is concentrated.



When I saw that result for the first time, I was sure the soft‐

ware had a bug. 4.8 %? The page looked full of ink. I checked

the program. I ran it again. And no: the software was working

perfectly. The human eye had fooled us.

And there was something more: if I send that same page to a

colleague in Ecuador or in Spain, the program will give them

exactly the same number. That is what we are looking for

when we talk about science. How millions of pixels are

counted in seconds, and why the eye inflates the ink, I explain

calmly in chapter 4.

That was what truly dazzled me. Just as astronomy studies the

immensely large, here a door was opening to study the im‐

mensely small: the pixels and graphic micro-gestures that,

added together, sketch a personality. A person's nonverbal

language, frozen on paper.

The birth of percentiles

But another question came up, and this one was harder. What

does 4.8 % mean? Is it a lot? Is it a little?

A number on its own says nothing. Then I remembered my

statistics classes: what had to be done was to compare that

page with many others. To turn the raw score into a per‐

centile, a ladder from 1 to 100 that tells you which rung a per‐

son is on compared with everyone else.

We compared that page with the handwriting of about 940

people. And the result was that the 4.8 % corresponded to the



67th percentile. In other words, roughly two out of every

three people in the sample write with less ink than she does.

Do you see what that means? The colleagues who answered

"70" were not so lost after all. Their intuition about the posi‐

tion of that handwriting was reasonable. What the brain could

not do was make the leap from impression to exact measure‐

ment. That is, in one sentence, the difference between looking

and measuring.

And the percentile brought something else. Each trait is mea‐

sured in a different unit: ink in percentage, slant in degrees,

margins in centimeters, size in millimeters. Until then it was

impossible to compare them with each other. With per‐

centiles, for the first time, all the traits spoke the same lan‐

guage. And a trait above the 70th percentile in a handwriting

clearly stands out from the rest of the population.

That has a name in graphology: a dominant.

After so many years, I had an answer to the question I had

asked Viñals so many times. When it is an 8 and when it is a 7

no longer depended on anyone's impression. It depended on

how people really write.

I wasn't the first

I was convinced I was the first to look at handwriting with a

computer. I wasn't. For decades, researchers in the United

States, Russia, Iran, India and many other places had been try‐

ing to get a machine to read and measure handwriting. One of



them, the Russian Yuri Chernov, was asking exactly the same

questions I was. In this book you are going to meet them.

What we did do was take that small revelation of the black

pixels and carry it much further. Then came a team, a grant

from the Chilean State, a name (first Inksight, then

GrafoMetrics) and hundreds of new measurements. But it all

started there: with an Excel spreadsheet, an unanswered

question and a page that looked full of ink.

The seed I thought was lost

Measuring was only half the journey. The other half was the

question graphology has always been asked, and rightly so: do

those measurements say anything about the person?

To answer it, we designed a study under controlled condi‐

tions. Dozens of people wrote a story and completed validated

psychological tests, the kind used in clinics and companies

around the world. Then we crossed the two worlds: what the

software measured in the handwriting and what the tests said

about the personality.

For years I told my classes that the study existed. But its tables

were nowhere to be found, and I came to think they were lost.

While I was finishing this book, I found them in an old archive.

And they say something worth telling calmly. Some of the

traits that graphology described more than a century ago,

now measured by a machine, were associated with personality

beyond what chance can explain. Not all of them, and not as



strongly as one would like. But it is the first seed of evidence

graphology needed, and in chapter 11 I show it to you in full:

what appeared, what did not and what remains to be done.

What's ahead in these pages

Today GrafoMetrics calculates more than two hundred indica‐

tors from a handwriting sample: spacing, margins, directions,

forms, connectedness, signature and stroke pressure. Of

these, 40 already have a population norm on the first page and

53 on the second. Each measurement is compared with that of

a real population and drawn on top of the handwriting itself,

so the graphologist can see exactly what was measured. There

is no black box here. The software does not decide: it mea‐

sures. The graphologist decides.

In these pages I am going to show you what that looks like:

real, anonymized samples with their measurements drawn on

top, like the illustrations in a botany book. You are going to

see what we discovered with real data. And you are going to

see something that, in our tests, artificial intelligence still can‐

not copy: the shape of a letter is easy to imitate, but the pulse

of the hand that wrote it is much harder to forge. I will also

tell you where that finding fails, because a result that only

shows its hits is not science: it is advertising.

And I am going to tell you where the ceiling is. Human hand‐

writing, like the weather or personality, is such a complex sys‐

tem that measuring it with rules has a limit. To go further, we

have to change paradigms: stop programming rules and start



teaching a machine with examples. That is the next frontier,

and it is closer than it seems.

That is a promise of method, and I want to be clear about the

rest.

You will not find here the fantasy that a sign in a letter reveals

who you are. The effects we have measured are small: useful

for understanding populations and for guiding a professional's

eye, not for deciding a person's fate. I will tell you what

worked and also what did not, including an experimental scale

that improved on everything we could measure within the

handwriting but has not yet found its echo outside it. I believe

that honesty is the most valuable thing a discipline that has

suffered so much from overpromising can offer today.

Today, when artificial intelligence is everywhere, anyone with

curiosity can investigate whatever they want, and everything

that has already been done can be improved. That is what we

are doing. Others chose to predict how proteins fold or to

hunt for elusive supernovae. I chose handwriting.

Three eras, one protagonist

The protagonist of this book is not me. It is the study of hand‐

writing, which has lived through three eras.

The first, the era of the magnifying glass: the human eye, intu‐

ition and patience. The second, the era of the spreadsheet and

the computer: the first attempts to measure, organize and

compare. The third, the era of the algorithm and artificial in‐



telligence, which we are entering now and whose limits we do

not yet know.

Calling it "Graphology 3.0" is a license of enthusiasm. It does

not mean everything has been solved, but that something has

changed forever in the way we look. And it is not a farewell to

the graphologist: it is the moment when today's graphologist,

with better tools, sees further than yesterday's. Like someone

who trades Galileo's telescope for one that shows them the

auroras of Jupiter.

If you have ever wondered whether handwriting can be stud‐

ied with the seriousness of a science, this book is an invitation

to look at the evidence with me. And if you are already a

graphologist, a psychologist or simply a curious person, I in‐

vite you to something simpler and more exciting: to turn the

page over.

RODR IGO  FAR ÍAS  VELOSO

Santiago, Chile, November 2026
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PA R T  O N E

Graphology 1.0
The magnifying glass

For more than a century, studying handwriting meant a sheet of

paper, a magnifying glass and a trained eye. That is how the dis‐

cipline was born, and how its founders ran into their first great

limit.
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The magnifying glass and the
abbot

efore I tell you the story, let me suggest a small experi‐

ment. Take a pencil and a sheet of paper. Write your full

name, as you would on any form. Now write it again,

but this time in the script you were taught in your first years

at school, letter by letter, just as it appeared in your handwrit‐

ing copybook.

Did you notice the difference? The first time your hand flew

on its own. The second time you had to think about every

curve, and it probably came out slower, stiffer and quite a bit

uglier.

What you just felt is the starting point of graphology.

Handwriting is a gesture

Writing is a learned skill. At first it costs us enormous effort:

we have to think about every letter, every connection, every

line. But with practice the movement becomes automatic, un‐

til one day we stop thinking about how we write and think

only about what we write. From that moment on, the hand

works on its own.



And here comes the interesting part. From the very first day,

each person starts modifying the copybook model they were

taught. One letter leans a little more, another shrinks, the

margins widen or narrow, the pressure becomes firm or light.

Nobody decides to do it. It simply happens, and it happens dif‐

ferently in each person. That is why your handwriting is as

much yours as your fingerprint.

Graphology studies precisely those deviations from the

learned model. They are unique motor patterns, and their

form and dynamics make it possible to formulate hypotheses

about the personality of the writer.

It works much like nonverbal language. When you talk with

someone, you don't just listen to their words: you also watch

their gestures, their posture, the tone of their voice. Often

that says more than what the person tells you. Handwriting is

the trace of that nonverbal language, except that instead of

vanishing into the air, it stays fixed on paper.
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Handwriting is the trace of a movement: as if a dancer left her path drawn

on the paper.

Think of a dancer moving across a giant sheet of paper. If the

tip of her shoe left a mark of ink, the final trace would tell how

she danced: where she hesitated, where she sped up, where

she stopped to catch her breath. Handwriting is exactly that:

the trace of a movement.



And that movement is not unrelated to what we feel. Look at

this other figure. It has been circulating on the internet for

years, and I don't know who wrote it, but I know of no more

charming way to show how an emotion gets into the hand.

F I G U R E  4

"Debo controlar mi genio" ("I must control my temper"). An anonymous

image that circulates on the internet: the text says one thing and the stroke

says another.

The first lines are tidy and obedient. Little by little the letters

fall apart, the pressure increases, the lines become disordered,

and in the end patience gives up. What the person writes says



"I must control my temper." What their handwriting shows is

that they are not managing to.

Now, since when have we noticed this?

A little book from Bologna

In 1622, in Bologna, a university professor named Camillo Baldi

published a little book with a very long title, as was the cus‐

tom then: Treatise on how, from a letter, one may know the na‐

ture and qualities of the writer. It is, as far as we know, the first

detailed study of the idea that runs through this whole book:

that the way someone writes says something about who they

are.

Baldi had no method and no school. He had an intuition and

enough curiosity to put it in writing. Almost two and a half

centuries would pass before anyone turned that intuition into

a discipline.

F I G U R E  5

Three centuries of graphology by eye: from Baldi's first intuition to Pulver's

symbolic map. They all worked with the same instrument: the human gaze.



A priest who looked at stones, plants and letters

Jean-Hippolyte Michon was born in 1806 in a village in

Corrèze, in central France. He was ordained a priest in 1830,

but his true vocation was that of an observer. He studied the

Gallo-Roman monuments of the Charente region and wrote a

treatise on them. In 1850 he traveled to the Middle East on a

scientific mission, as an archaeologist and as a botanist.

That detail is worth pausing on. A botanist of his time would

go out into the field, collect a plant, draw it carefully, note its

features and compare it with others until he could classify it.

Michon did exactly that with handwriting. For years he col‐

lected letters, signatures and manuscripts, noting which way

of writing seemed to go with which way of being.

He was not a comfortable man for the Church. He left the for‐

mal exercise of the priesthood in 1842, and in 1860 he pub‐

lished a book on the renewal of the Church that ended up on

the Index of Forbidden Books. Nor was he comfortable for the

occultists. In 1868 he met Adolphe Desbarrolles, a palmist who

read destiny in the lines of the hand, and they decided to

write about handwriting together. The book came out in 1872,

The Mysteries of Handwriting, but Michon opposed his

partner's esoteric approach. He did not want to divine destiny:

he wanted to observe.

On 18 November 1871 he published the first issue of a journal,

the Journal des Autographes, and in its pages a new word ap‐

pears for the first time: graphology. Four years later, in 1875,

he presented his System of Graphology, and in 1878 a Practical



Method. He traveled through France and other European cities

giving lectures. He died in 1881.
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Jean-Hippolyte Michon (1806-1881), in an engraving of the period. Priest,

archaeologist, botanist and the first to call the study of handwriting

"graphology".



Michon's contribution was enormous, and it had a clear limit.

His system worked like a dictionary of signs: one feature of

the handwriting corresponded to one feature of character. It

was orderly, teachable and easy to apply. And for that very

reason it was fragile, because a person is not a sum of loose

signs.

The dentist who brought order

The one who saw that limit was a dentist. Jules Crépieux-

Jamin was born in Arras in 1859, practiced in Rouen and de‐

voted his entire life to graphology. He admired Michon, stud‐

ied him thoroughly and corrected him.

In 1888 he published Handwriting and Character, and over the

years he organized the signs Michon had described into seven

great genera: dimension, form, pressure, speed, direction, or‐

der and continuity. His classification came to include 175

signs. It was, for the first time, a complete list of things to look

at in a handwriting, one by one.

But his most important idea was not the list. It was the real‐

ization that a sign has no fixed value. What it means depends

on the other traits that accompany it in the same handwriting.

Strong pressure does not say the same thing in an orderly

handwriting as in a chaotic one. With that idea, graphology

stopped being a dictionary and began to be a method of

analysis.

Keep that list of 175 signs in mind. Combined with each other,

they yield more possible handwritings than there are atoms in



the universe, and in the last chapter I will show you the math.

More than a century later, a similar list, but in an Excel

spreadsheet, was going to change the course of this story.

The philosopher of rhythm

While the French were classifying, in Germany someone was

looking at handwriting from another place. Ludwig Klages was

born in Hanover in 1872. In 1896 he took part in founding the

German Graphological Society, and in 1917 he published his

main work on the subject, Handwriting and Character.

Klages was a complex thinker, and several of his ideas outside

graphology have been heavily criticized. As far as we are con‐

cerned here, his contribution was to look at handwriting as a

whole before looking at it as a set of parts. He is associated

with two concepts that are still alive. The first is form level:

the overall impression of harmony, originality and vitality of a

handwriting, which colors the reading of all its details. The

second is rhythm: the living pulse of the movement, as dis‐

tinct from mere mechanical regularity.

Klages saw handwriting as the trace of a movement. That in‐

tuition, which back then could only be appreciated by eye, is

the same one that today makes it possible to measure stroke

pressure. We will come back to it in chapter 9.

The man who drew a cross

The fourth character is Swiss. Max Pulver was born in Bern in

1889 and died in Zurich in 1952. He was a writer, philosopher,



psychoanalyst and graphologist, and in 1950 he founded the

Swiss Graphological Society. In 1931 he published The

Symbolism of Handwriting, influenced by the ideas of Carl

Gustav Jung.

Pulver proposed something simple and powerful: to look at

the page as a space with meaning. He imagined a cross over it.

At the top was the spiritual, the intellectual, the conscious. At

the bottom, the material, the instinctive, the needs of the

body. On the left, the past and the self. On the right, others

and the future. In the center, the present.
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Max Pulver's symbolic cross. The page stops being a neutral background

and becomes a space with meaning. If the position of a stroke means

something, then it can also be measured.

His most quoted sentence sums it all up: "Whoever writes

creates their own portrait."

Pulver's cross is still taught in every school of graphology. And

it has a consequence he could not have foreseen. If the page is

a space with meaning, then the position of each stroke in that

space is a piece of data. And data, sooner or later, can be

measured.



Four perspectives and one instrument

Baldi had the intuition. Michon gave it a name and a system.

Crépieux-Jamin gave it order and context. Klages gave it a

holistic view and the idea of movement. Pulver gave it a map.

They were brilliant men, and many of their observations are

still useful. But they all worked with the same instrument: the

human eye, sometimes aided by a magnifying glass and a ruler.

Everything they said passed through the perception of some‐

one who looked at a page and decided what they saw.

That instrument is extraordinary. It is also the protagonist of

the next chapter, because it has a problem that none of them

could solve with the tools of their time.



This is the end of the sample.

The story continues for thirteen more

chapters.



Want to know what happens next?

Thirteen chapters to go: the black pixels, the study

with the MBTI and the NEO-PI-R, stroke pressure, the

AI that writes by hand and what went wrong. All with

real data.
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